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Introduction
South Africa, with its exceptional natural beauty and cultural diversity is sometimes fittingly described as a world in one country and the rainbow nation. Although the country is world renowned for its achievements in the field of conservation and biodiversity management, it is also known for its turbulent political past marred by inequality and social injustice. It is a context where sustainability cannot be considered lightly because it deals with pressing short term survival issues as well as longer term concerns with quality of life. Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) was introduced as a tool that could assist with integrating the concept of sustainability into strategic level decision making (CSIR 1996; DEAT 2000; Rossouw et al. 2000; DEAT 2004b ). The introduction of SEA has been on the back of extensive international refinement and wide adoption within developed as well as developing country contexts (Dalal-Clayton & Sadler 2005; Jones et al. 2005; Schmidt et al. 2005) . In terms of developing countries, South Africa has received international acclaim for its homegrown approach to SEA (Therivel & Partidario 2000; Dalal-Clayton & Sadler 2005) . The extent of SEA practice within the country is also considered exceptional, with 50 SEAs conducted across nine different sectors between 1996 and 2003 (Retief 2005) . The three best-represented sectors were planning, conservation and water management. However, very little research has been conducted on the quality and effectiveness of SEA within these different sectors.
From a conservation perspective, South Africa is classified by the World Conservation Monitoring Centre as the third most biologically diverse country in the world (World Conservation Monitoring Centre 1992 . However, this status also inevitably complicates the trade-offs that need to be made between the country's pressing development needs and its wealth in biodiversity. Wynberg (2002) tracked the progress in biodiversity conservation in South Africa from the Rio Earth Summit in 1992 to the Johannesburg World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in 2002 and suggests that a paradigm shift has taken place where biodiversity shifted from the realms of pure conservation synonymous with 'saving the rhino', to encompassing politics, culture and economy. This shift has come about through the democratisation process in South Africa, but also changes in international thinking on resource management. Subsequently, sustainable development is understood as a development approach rather than a biodiversity conservation strategy.
Since the WSSD in 2002, South Africa, in an effort to address the lack of a national strategic framework has promulgated the National Environmental Management Biodiversity Act (NEMBA) 10 of 2004, published a National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan as well as a National Spatial Biodiversity Assessment (DEAT 2004a) . Moreover, in line with international thinking (Kolhoff & Slootweg 2005; Treweek et al. 2005) , specific biodiversity-focused approaches to planning, such as the bioregional approach, have emerged more strongly (NBI 2002 ). An example is the Cape Action Plan for the Environment (CAPE) that explicitly incorporated SEA elements (Lochner et al. 2003) . However, due to continued institutional and legal fragmentation, as well as until recently the lack of a national sustainability strategy, little progress has been made to incorporate biodiversity issues into mainstream decision making (Rossouw & Wiseman 2004; Glazewski 2005) . As Wynberg (2002) Thus, although the exact role and potential added value of SEA to conservation and biodiversity decision making is still unclear, and has not entered formal debate, SEA already seems to have started to make important contributions (Brownlie et al. 2005) . This paper explores the quality and effectiveness of SEA as a tool to inform strategic decision making related to conservation. The aim is to highlight the added-value of SEA but also to gain experience in tailoring SEA as a tool to assist initiatives involving the establishment of new and extension of existing conservation areas within South Africa. The complexities associated with SEA performance evaluation required a case study research approach. For this reason, a specific high-profile SEA case study was identified, namely the greater Addo Elephant National Park (gAENP) SEA.
Case study-greater Addo Elephant

National Park
The Addo Elephant National Park (AENP) had its humble beginnings in 1931 when it was proclaimed to protect the last dwindling population of Eastern Cape elephants. Since then, the park has been expanded from its original 2 200 ha to over 120 000 ha in 2004, and potentially over 400 000 ha in future (Fig. 1) . But the AENP was not the only conservation area established in the region. Several other provincial reserves and private reserves were established, as well as three conservancies and two heritage sites. The integration of these different conservation areas was desirable, since from a biodiversity management perspective, 'single large' is better than 'several small '. In 1997 , Kerley & Boshoff (1997 completed an awardwinning proposal that set out the framework for a greater AENP that would integrate and extend these existing conservation areas. The challenge for the park was accepted by South African National Parks (SANParks) and set the scene for one of the most ambitious, and potentially significant, contributions to biodiversity conservation in Africa. The new enlarged park would be the third largest national park in South Africa and cover six of the seven South African biomes.
The implementation of such an ambitious endeavour would, however, require extensive funding, which could not be accessed fully nationally. Due to the potential international contribution the project could make to conservation it was feasible to approach international funding agencies (the overall gAENP expansion initiative was referred to as a 'project' which might cause some confusion since SEA normally relates to policy, plan and programme (PPP) levels of decision Fig. 1 . Extent of the gAENP planning domain (CES 2002) making). Ultimately the Global Environment Facility (GEF) provided a grant, administered through the World Bank (WB), to conduct a series of specialist studies to form the basis for a full project proposal for further funding. The WB has a number of safeguard policies, which had to be adhered to if further funding was to be secured. In 2002, a SEA was commissioned as a requirement in accordance with WB safeguard policy requirements and aimed to consolidate all the specialist information in a manner that would facilitate sound strategic planning and decision making. The lead agent of the SEA was SANParks who appointed Coastal and Environmental Services (CES) as the consultancy to carry out the SEA in line with the 2000 South African SEA guidelines (DEAT 2000; CES 2002 ).
The entire area specifically considered as part of the SEA for the gAENP is referred to as the 'planning domain'. It includes a terrestrial area of approximately 340 000 ha (around which a 5 km buffer is included) and a marine area of approximately 100 000 ha inclusive of the St Croix and Bird Island groups (Fig. 1) . The criteria used to determine the boundaries of the planning domain related to the potential of the park to achieve certain conservation and development goals in line with South Africa's development policies and strategies on the environment (Kerley & Boshoff 1997; CES 2002) . These goals relate to the significance of the biodiversity assets as well as the need to facilitate compatible development, such as tourism to address social and economic needs typical of the underdeveloped rural areas of the Eastern Cape, South Africa's poorest province. Examples of the biophysical assets for the area covered by the park include:
Terrestrial Environment (CSIR 2002)-The terrestrial environment covers six biomes of which the Thicket Biome is best represented, covering 69 % of the planning domain. The others are Forest (10 %), Nama Karoo (7 %), Fynbos (5 %), Grassland (5 %) and Savanna (4 %). The Alexandria forest is unique and endemic to the Eastern Cape while Fynbos is renowned for its diversity of floral species. The most conspicuous faunal species are the Addo elephant (Loxondonta africana) and the black rhinoceros (Diceros bicornis bicornis and D. b. michaeli). Other less visible but extremely significant species include the endemic dune grasshopper (Arctylos hirsutus) and hairy-footed gerbil (Gerbillurus paeba exilis).
Freshwater environment (CSIR 2001b)-
The planning domain includes nine different types of water bodies having a complement of biotopes, namely: perennial and seasonal rivers; episodic rivers; ephemeral rivers; permanent and semipermanent vleis; seasonal vleis; springs and seeps; episodic endorheic pans; forest swamps and marches. A number of threatened faunal species rely on these bodies for survival such as the redfin minnow (Barbus afer).
--Marine environment (CSIR 2001a)-
The proposed marine protected area (MPA) is of national and international significance. Due to its location, the fish fauna comprises species found on both the east and west coasts of South Africa, many of which are endemic. It is also known for its population of great white shark (Carcharadon carcharias) and 9 species of whale, dolphin and seal are relatively common. The two island groups accommodate a number of bird species of conservation significance such as the African Penguin (Spheniscus demersus) and Roseate Tern (Sterna dougallii), South Africa's most threatened marine bird. Finally the Alexandria coastal dune field is regarded as the largest and least degraded coastal dune field in South Africa.
In light of these bio-physical features the area also presents significant social and development challenges, such as:
Land ownership and acquisition (Connor 2002; Wren & Msutu 2002 )-Sensitivity surrounding the issue of land ownership presented a particular challenge for the expansion of the park. The majority of farm owners and farm workers have a long-term occupancy in the region, which made the land ownership issue even more contentious. The process used for the acquisition of land was criticised and the possibility of expropriation created negative perceptions. The management scenarios for the park had to consider innovative solutions to accommodate conservation on private land such as contractual agreement initiatives. It also led to the formulation of a Land Acquisition Policy.
Employment (Antrobus 2002; Connor 2002 )-The gAENP project had to show that it would contribute to economic development and employment within the planning domain. Analysis of existing employment patterns related to the different land uses was required to make such estimates. It concluded that conservation combined with tourism should be able to create more employment than existing agricultural land uses, except for dairy farming. Also, ways of retraining and redeployment of existing labourers had to be achieved within the requirements of the WB safeguard policies prohibiting any form of involuntary resettlement.
Methods
Due to the substantial difficulties experienced with SEA performance evaluation (Sadler 2004; Partidario & Arts 2005) , and specifically in dealing with effectiveness (Therivel & Minas 2002; Cashmore et al. 2004; Owens et al. 2004 ) no international methodological blue print exists. The performance evaluation methodology for the research was based on the quality and effectiveness SEA review protocol designed by Retief (2005) . It was based on national as well as international SEA literature, which provided the basis for the development of a conceptual framework and the identification of existing performance criteria for SEA quality and effectiveness.
In line with international literature, the protocol distinguishes between input quality at the level of application and output effectiveness at the level of implementation (Sadler 1996; Lawrence 1997; Thissen 2000a) . Furthermore, the protocol distinguishes between three SEA input quality components, namely: process, methodology and documentation. In terms of output effectiveness, two components were identified namely direct and indirect outputs. Direct outputs are understood to relate to the objectives of SEA, which include aspects such as changes to decisions, improvement in the environmental quality and changes to the contents of plans or programmes.
Indirect outputs are more difficult to measure and include outputs such as changes in attitudes towards the environment, improved awareness, changes in institutional arrangements and departmental traditions.
To provide some form of measurement, indicators were developed. The use of the term indicators was preferred to criteria because indicators suggest that they are indicative, whereas criteria imply precision not always achievable due to the complex nature of SEA (Todd 2001; Retief 2005 To deal with the qualitative and subjective nature of the conformance measurement only three scales were used namely, conformance, partial conformance and non-conformance. The level of conformance was determined through in-depth analysis of the SEA documentation as well as interviews with selected key role players. The basic assumption is that conformance to more indicators implies better quality and/or effectiveness performance (for a more detailed description of the protocol see Retief (2005)). However, the literature warns against just adding up different variable scores as with a quantitative survey approach (Miles & Huberman 1994; Yin 2003) . This would destroy the local web of causality and result only in a smoothed down set of generalisations. As reflected in the following sections the research ultimately aimed to tell a story rather than produce a quantitative performance score. Table 2 provides a summary of the overall review results. The input quality results show that the SEA failed to conform to 13 indicators, partly conformed to 20 and conformed to 15 of the 48 indicators. The larger number of partly conformed and conformed indicators suggests an average to good quality performance. On the other hand, the output effectiveness performance shows conformance or partial conformance to all except one of the indicators (the status of two of the indicators could not be established). This also suggests an average to good effectiveness performance.
Results and discussion
Although it is not possible at this stage to identify specific linkages between input quality and output effectiveness it can be concluded that the input quality does seem to be reflected in the output effectiveness with what could be considered average to good performance on both sides. ISSN 0075-6458
SEA principles
"Basic building blocks for the context specific perspectives on SEA in South Africa"
(adapted from DEAT 2000)
SEA objectives
"Indication of what needs to be achieved"
KPAs "Theme related to principles"
KPIs
"Questions that provide an indication if SEA objectives were achieved"
Key process principles
Key process objectives Process KPAs Process KPIs
There is not one SEA process to be used in all contexts. This requires a SEA process to be flexible and adaptable, in order to integrate with the decision making context.
• To integrate the SEA with the decision making context.
• To avoid the duplication of processes. Development must be socially, environmentally and economically sustainable. SEA provides a practical means of integrating the concept of sustainability into plan and programme formulation.
• To integrate the concept of sustainability into plan and programme level decision making.
• To facilitate the development of local definitions and understandings of sustainability. Public participation forms an integral part of SEA because SEA puts people and their needs at the forefront of its concern.
• To inform and involve IAPs throughout the SEA process.
• To incorporate public inputs and concerns into decision making processes.
• To facilitate information sharing. SEA provides a means of influencing decision making throughout its life cycle, from conceptualisation to implementation in an incremental and iterative way while facilitating the concepts of pre-caution and continuous improvement.
• To ensure that the SEA is implemented early enough to influence decision making.
• To facilitate continual improvement.
Proactive KPI 4.1: Did the SEA ensure availability of the assessment results early enough to influence the decision making process?
KPI 4.2: Was commitment confirmed to ensure that the results of the SEA be considered in future decisionmaking?
The benefits of implementing SEA exceed the costs. SEA adds value to existing decision making by focusing on key strategic environmental issues.
• To provide sufficient, reliable and usable information.
• To optimise the use of time and resources.
• To focus decision making on the key environmental issues. 
Methodology KPIs
SEA has to justify why it needs to be applied and what it aims to achieve.
• To justify the need for the SEA.
• To clearly define project objectives of the SEA. 
Screen
Documentation KPIs
Information should be documented in a sound and justifiable manner.
• To provide sound and justifiable information, which allows for verification of results.
• To contribute to existing environmental data and information.
Description of Context KPI 11.1: Were the purpose and objectives of the SEA described in the documentation?
KPI 11.2: Was the decision making contexts and linkages with other decision making processes described? KPI 11.3: Was a description provided of the SEA process followed?
KPI 11.4: Were those involved in consultation and participation indicated? • To communicate the results of the SEA to decision makers.
• To communicate the results of the SEA to IAPs. 
comm.).
Outcomes of the interviews suggest that the SEA did not include a specific screening phase and was initiated largely based on the limitations of EIA to deal with the particular scale rather than a clear understanding of SEA and what it could deliver.
In view of the timing of the SEA, it is not surprising that one of the major shortcomings was its lack of integration with the conceptualisation phase (KPI 1.1), which resulted in the SEA being unable to influence the original gAENP vision and primary objectives. The irony is that, due to its very nature, the gAENP initiative (which involves the expansion of a conservation area and rehabilitation of farm land) would not present any negative biophysical impacts, and the main contribution of the SEA turned out to be towards the social aspects. The perception from IAPs was that SANParks did not anticipate, nor were they sensitive to, the social implications of the park expansion. The biggest social issue was the re-employment of retrenched farm workers (Connor 2002; Wren & Msutu 2002) . The title deeds of many farms stipulated a vacancy clause, which requires the farm to be vacant on transfer from the farmer to SANParks. This implied eviction of the workforce. In light of the long-term residency (spanning generations) many farm workers would not adapt easily to any other way of life. Low levels of education also limit their future employment prospects. It was argued by land owners that SANParks should at least be partly responsible for the livelihoods of these rural communities, especially where expropriation was involved (Connor 2002 Due to the (largely unanticipated) significant social issues related to the expansion of the park, the public participation process turned out to be a vitally important contribution to the SEA process (KPI 3.1). Probably the biggest problem for the legitimacy and credibility of the participation process was the continuation of land purchase by SANParks while the SEA process was being conducted (Wren 2004 pers. comm.) . The consultants objected to this (Avis 2004 pers. comm.) . It was only reasonable and understandable that certain sectors of the public interpreted this as confirmation that the SEA was only a window dressing exercise and that the project was going ahead despite their inputs. In certain areas people withdrew and distanced themselves totally from the process because of this (Wren & Msutu 2002) . However, SANParks argued that they have been purchasing land on a continuous basis since the establishment of the park in the 1930s. Also, the rural areas presented a particular challenge for the participation process where the high profile of the gAENP initiative generated various rumours among the farming community that caused uncertainty and distrust, which included amongst others, expropriation threats. Many farmers have been farming the land for generations and were unwilling to become involved. In this regard farm workers proved even more difficult to liase with since they were isolated on farms and were not organised into representative bodies such as trade unions (Wren & Msutu 2002) .
SANParks did employ an effective and well managed project management regime and was very specific in terms of the products they wanted (Knight 2004 pers. comm.) . They were clearly passionate about the establishment of the park, which probably manifested in their approach to their project management function as a contribution towards realising the gAENP vision. It also ensured efficiency in terms of time and resources (KPI 5.2). However, the lead SEA consultant (who was also responsible for the social specialist studies) indicated that communication with the conservation planners was inadequate and left some room for improvement (Griffith 2004 pers. comm.) . -
SEA methodology component
The methodology review results show that the SEA failed to conform to five indicators, partly conformed to eight, and conformed to four of the 17 indicators. This section presents the quality performance of the method-ology with specific reference to KPIs 6. 1, 6.2, 6.3, 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 8.1, 8.3, 8.4, 9 .1 and 10.1.
The methodology of the SEA was primarily designed to deliver the terms of reference (TOR). A formal screening method was not applied (KPI 6.1) and SANParks, in consultation with DEAT, drafted the TOR. The first and most significant aspect of the TOR was that it did not include a requirement to specifically assess anything (KPI 6.3). Rather it specified that the SEA should essentially integrate the specialist information in order to identify opportunities and constraints and describe the socio-economic and biophysical implications of establishing the gAENP, and finally, make proposals for the way forward (CES 2002) . This was exactly what the SEA did. So it could almost be considered more of a feasibility study on the desirability of the park expansion than an assessment.
As part of the situational analysis, a total of 17 specialist studies were conducted, covering biophysical, social, economic and institutional aspects (KPI 7.2). It was explained that the SEA followed a nested approach where the biophysical and social assessments focussed on the planning domain and the legal, economic and institutional assessments focussed more broadly, looking at interactions within the region. Each specialist study had its own TOR and applied its own methodology, which ranged from detailed GIS analysis (for the conservation planning) to simple desktop studies and descriptions (for the economic and institutional studies). The budgets for each study also varied greatly, with the majority of funds allocated towards conservation planning. All this resulted in different levels of detail and formats, which made integration of specialist studies exceedingly difficult (KPI 7.1). For example, the conservation plan (C-plan) classified detailed land parcels according to irreplaceability from where priority expansion areas were identified (CSIR 2001b) . The social data relied on a representative sample, consisting of 16 farms spread throughout the planning domain (Connor 2002) . SANParks confirmed that the aim to link the social and biophysical data at the same geographic scale and level of detail, by means of GIS, was never achieved (Gordon 2004 pers. comm.; Knight 2004) . This illustrates that the broadbrush social analysis could not purposefully influence the specific land purchases envisaged by the C-plan.
The boundary of the study area was also a key aspect influencing methodology. The boundaries of the gAENP initiative were determined based on certain conservation and development goals even before the SEA was initiated. The SEA study area was subsequently referred to as a planning domain wherein, crucially, the boundaries were not fixed, primarily because SANParks argued that the future extent of the park would be continuously influenced by new information and the development of relationships with private landowners (CES 2002) . The flexible nature of the boundaries caused various problems for data gathering and public participation respectively (KPI 7.1). This was because the planning domain was largely determined based on biodiversity significance and subsequently did not correspond to administrative boundaries. Since most existing economic and social data were linked to municipal or district boundaries it was at times difficult to match data with the boundaries of the planning domain (Geach 2002; Timmermans & Sisitka 2002) . The public participation process suffered because IAPs could not gauge the influence of the exact extent of the park on them. It also created feelings of mistrust and uncertainty (Wren & Msutu 2002) . It is understandable that for private landowners it was imperative for the park to indicate exact boundaries so that they could assess the potential impact on their livelihoods.
As part of the situation analysis, a key deliverable of the SEA was the identification of opportunities and constraints for the gAENP proposal (KPI 7.3). Afterwards SANParks described the opportunities and constraints approach as amorphous and not very rigorous (Knight 2004 pers. comm.) . On the other hand the consultant considered it a valuable and beneficial approach but pointed out one specific limitation. What was an opportunity for one alternative (such as conservation) was a constraint for the other (such as agriculture) and vice versa, which implied that the interpretation differed depending on the proponent (Avis 2004 pers. comm.) . For instance, the lower agricultural potential of the Zuurberg area provides an opportunity for conservation and a threat to agriculture. Similarly, the high agricultural potential of the Alexandria area presents an opportunity for agriculture and a threat to conservation. The latter was even more significant in light of the fact that only one land-use alternative, namely conservation, was considered and other alternatives such as improving the status of agriculture were not. The consultant highlighted the failure to pursue any alternatives (for the area) other than conservation, as a significant limitation of the SEA (CES 2002). However, it was argued by SANParks that other alternatives were not forthcoming due to the fact that they were not considered viable and that conservation was the only alternative worth pursuing (CES 2002; World Bank 2002) . There was also no proponent for other alternatives or funds to investigate their viability. Although only one overriding land-use alternative was put forward, various development scenarios (in terms of tourism products and game farming) as well as management arrangements (in terms of contractual parks) were considered as part of the specialist studies (Davies 2002; Timmermans & Sisitka 2002) . These were referred to as incremental alternatives (CES 2002) .
Although no specific scoping phase could be distinguished, issues were scoped based on public participation and specialist studies (CES 2002; Wren & Msutu 2002 ) (KPI 8.1). However, these issues were not prioritised or weighted in terms of relevant significance (KPI 8.3 ). Since the SEA ended up with a relatively small number of key issues, prioritisation was probably not that critical, although it would have been especially helpful in the implementation of the SEA proposals. However, the consultant indicated that an attempt was made to prioritise through a scoring exercise during a specialist workshop but that it was abandoned due to time constraints (Griffith 2004 pers. comm.) . The contribution that public participation made to the identification of key issues for the area can hardly be overstated (KPI 8.4) . It is significant to note that the majority of strategic issues raised through the specialist studies also seemed to have been captured during the participation process, which might be an indication that public participation could serve as a valuable substitute where specialist inputs are not available or affordable.
The fundamental methodological limitation of the SEA, which negated the possibility of actually conducting an assessment, was that it failed to set objectives, targets and indicators (which could have formed part of a sustainability framework) and nobody seemed to know how to address this limitation (KPI 9.1). This was especially true for the social aspects, but less so for the biophysical because conservation targets were set for the terrestrial environment (CSIR 2002) . However, since overall targets and indicators were not set it was difficult to determine the sustainability and viability of, for instance, the conservation targets against social targets. The lack of targets and indicators also meant that no monitoring arrangements were put in place (KPI 10.1). So, SANParks highlighted that there was a definite need for an implementation phase to bridge the gap between planning and implementation (Gordon 2004 pers. comm.) . For instance, there was no direct interaction between the lead SEA consultant and the park management, which suggests that the integration of the SEA with actual park management was limited and that the new integrated environmental management system (IEMS) for the park was designed separately from the SEA.
-
SEA documentation component
The SEA documentation conformed to six indicators, partly conformed to five, and did not conform to four of the 15 indicators. This section presents the performance of the SEA with specific reference to KPIs 11.2, 11.3, 12.2, 13.1, 13.3, 14.1, 14.3 and 14.4 .
The SEA documentation consisted of 17 specialist study reports, the results of which were integrated into a single SEA report (CES 2002) , that described opportunities and constraints and made proposals for the way forward. An executive summary was also included (KPI 14.3). Not surprising, the areas of partial and non-conformance could be related back to limitations also reflected in the process and methodology components. For instance, the SEA process did include a formal participation process, which was well recorded and thus those involved in consultation and participation were clearly described and inputs received from the public were incorporated in the report (KPI 4.4) . Also the SEA did not consider any other fundamental land-use alternative than conservation, thus no alternatives were described in the documentation (KPI 13.3).
The review results show that the context of the SEA was not well described, apart from those involved with consultation and participation (KPI 11.2). The reader could not identify linkages between the SEA and other decision making processes. In addition, more importantly, the actual SEA process was not described (in relation to the gAENP development process) (KPI 11.3). The lack of objectives, targets and indicators and clear methodologies for screening, scoping and assessment resulted in the lack of descriptions of the state of the environment (KPI 12.2) and assessment methodologies (KPI 13.1). However, the SEA did communicate its results well. The documents were logically arranged, well referenced and the inputs received from the public were clearly incorporated (KPI 14.1). This might also be one of the advantages of having a formal public participation process which ensures that information is presented in a user-friendly format. The availability of the SEA documentation on the internet was also a definite advantage of the SEA. It can be concluded that the documentation can only provide what the SEA process and methodology were designed to deliver.
Output effectiveness components
The review results suggest an average to good effectiveness performance and show that the SEA did deliver on the TOR and partly influenced policy and decision making. The following sections discuss the direct and indirect outputs of the SEA.
Direct outputs component
The SEA recommendations highlighted gaps in information and policy as well as shortcomings in participation and communication, which needed to be addressed as part of the way forward. During interviews with SANParks it was confirmed that the majority of these information gaps have been addressed since the completion of the SEA, and that the shortcomings in consultation and participation were also addressed through the restructuring of the Addo Planning Forum (Knight 2004 pers. comm.) . In terms of policy, the SEA directly influenced the decision by SANParks to draft a Resettlement Policy as well as a Land Acquisition Policy (KPI 15.1).
Most significantly, the SEA influenced decisions relating to land acquisition (KPI 17.1). The best example was the decision by SANParks to abandon the prospect of purchasing land in the coastal dairy farming region, especially around Alexandria (Avis 2004 pers. comm.; Knight 2004 ). This region is ideally suited to dairy farming and serves as one of the most productive dairy regions in the country. The SEA public participation process pointed out that there were serious public objections against expansion of the park in this area (Wren & Msutu 2002) . Unfortunately, isolated cases were even found where farmers cleared indigenous forest to influence the biodiversity value of their land in an effort to make it unattractive for expropriation. The decision by SANParks to exclude this area from their short to mediumterm land acquisitions, took a lot of heat off the project (Knight 2004 pers. comm.) .
But, the SEA also provided information to SANParks on the biodiversity, social and economic aspects in the area. It showed that land prices in some areas were high and rehabilitation would be time consuming and expensive, giving it a low priority from a conservation planning perspective. Also, and probably more importantly, the financial scenarios indicated that the income generated through tourism and game farming (R103/ ha) could not compete with that generated through dairy farming (R177/ha) (Antrobus 2002) . The SEA also highlighted the potential impact the park may have on the Kommadagga, Glenconner and Kleinpoort areas which fall within some of the highest mohair producing areas in the world. Although land purchase proposals in this area have not been abandoned by SANParks, they decided to investigate in more detail the potential impact of the park on mohair production. 
Indirect outputs component
The most significant indirect output of the SEA was a raised awareness by SANParks towards social issues related to conservation. SANParks admitted that they were surprised about the social aspects and initially did not fully anticipate them (Knight 2004 pers. comm.) . This state of affairs might also reflect a general tendency amongst conservationists to underestimate social issues in decision making. The fact that SANParks has since improved their data and policy on the social environment as well as communication channels with communities is testimony that they are serious about the social aspect and intend to integrate them fully with their IEMS.
According to SANParks the SEA also raised awareness of the gAENP initiative with local authorities and ways of integrating the SEA with local integrated development plans and spatial development frameworks were being investigated at the time (Gordon 2004 pers. comm.) (KPI 15.2). However, this remained a difficult task since local authorities are under severe resource constraints. Moreover, nobody seems to know whose responsibility it was to ensure the integration of the gAENP initiative with local authority decision making. Finally, it was also confirmed that EIA consultants have contacted SANParks to obtain the SEA information to assist in their EIAs in the area (Gordon 2004 pers. comm.) . Although this cannot be considered a formal tiering arrangement, it at least indicates awareness of the SEA and that it was being considered as a source of background information (KPI 17.3).
To address the gaps in information relating to tourism, SANParks initiated a study on the impact of the gAENP on provincial economy. With regard to the lack of information on farm occupancy, a detailed farm survey has also been conducted and a farm register established (Gordon 2004 pers. comm.) . Finally, various information gaps were indicated in terms of the marine environment. Initially, SANParks hoped to use the same management model for the terrestrial and marine components of the park but through the SEA realised that this would not be feasible. Subsequently a study to address information gaps on the marine environment has also been initiated (Knight 2004 pers. comm.) .
Conclusion
The SEA for the gAENP proved particularly challenging due to the extent and diversity of the planning domain, the national and international significance of the initiative, diverse interests in the region, and the fact that ultimately it involved the contentious issue of land ownership. However, notwithstanding some limitations it integrated well with strategic decision making and involved a comprehensive public participation process. Ultimately, the research results showed that the SEA achieved an average to good effectiveness performance where it influenced key controversial decisions on park expansion.
The main lessons learned for application of SEA to future park expansion initiatives are:
Firstly, to be effective, SEA needs to be initiated as early as possible. Because of the lack of integration with early conceptualisation the gAENP SEA was limited, by its very design, to purposefully influence important strategic decisions concerning the vision and strategic objectives. Moreover, its restrictive mandate (as reflected in the TOR) and lack of legal framework further hampered implementation. It is evident that SEA should ideally be conducted within a clearly defined regulatory and institutional framework to ensure that outcomes are considered and incorporated into decision making.
Secondly, from an environmental assessment point of view, the main impacts to consider relate to the social domain. As illustrated by the case study, the expansion of a conservation area mainly complements and improves the bio-physical environment, but could imply potentially significant social impacts. Thus, although understanding the bio-physical environment is critically important from a park management and planning perspective, more prominence towards dealing with social issues are required from an environmental impact assessment perspective. A balance needs to be struck between conservation targets and socio-economic development priorities.
Thirdly, setting and communicating spatial boundaries is a key consideration for the expansion of conservation areas.
The case study has shown that it is very ---difficult to engage with IAPs if park expansion boundaries are not clarified up front and well communicated to those affected. Vague boundaries create mistrust within the communities and hampers ultimate buy-in. Rather, conservation targets and boundaries need to be communicated through a consultative process exploring alternative scenarios.
Finally, dealing with scale is important from a data gathering and ultimately data integration perspective. It is extremely difficult to consider trade-offs between bio-physical and social impacts if the scale and level of detail of the data differs. Thus special consideration in the design of the SEA methodology needs to be given towards aligning the different specialist studies. This could be addressed through the formulation of the TORs and assigning comparable time and resources to different specialist inputs.
Based on the research results it can thus be concluded that SEA is a useful tool to assists strategic decision making for park expansion. To take the debate forward and further explore the potential of SEA as a decision support tool it is proposed that comparative case study research be conducted for a number of case studies. Existing research and anecdotal evidence suggests that more than a dozen SEAs have been conducted in the conservation sector. Such multiple case study research would allow for the identification of communalities and patterns between cases, leading towards increased generalisation and the potential to benchmark best practice.
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